In order to evaluate PA 4 as accountability policy, it is necessary to establish a working definition of accountability. Despite the pervasiveness of accountability as a rationale for contemporary education policies, there is surprisingly little consensus on the principles and elements that undergird the concept (e.g., Kuchapski, 1998; Ladd, 1996; Rothstein, Jacobsen & Wilder, 2008) . While conceptions of accountability in the NCLB era have become quite narrow, we appeal to broader traditions.
Though conceptions of accountability can differ, they generally have three essential components: (a) goals for which schools are to be held accountable; (b) transparency to assess progress toward those goals; and (c) redress so that interested parties can ensure that the goals are appropriately pursued. While there are many different approaches to accountability in practice, we consider these components in two particular conceptions of public education accountability.
We designate the first conception technical accountability, and the second one democratic accountability. Technical accountability entails the basic policy features that have become the hallmark of present day measures to control and improve the behavior of those in public schools. This approach has been written into law across the country, with the most obvious example being the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB). Technical accountability narrowly defines the three essential components of accountability as: standards for performance, information on performance measures, and consequences for failure to meet performance standards.
A number of observers have criticized current accountability policies as being too narrow in terms of what schools are held responsible for and for failing to assure that schools receive resources adequate to the task (Ravitch, 2010; Rebell & Wolff, 2008; Rothstein, et al., 2008) . In contrast, democratic accountability adheres to these essential components in their broadest sense. It embraces Seeking Accountability 4 multiple and sometimes competing goals; transparency of both school performance and decision-making processes; and multiple avenues of redress, including access to decision-makers, citizen elections, and the courts. In fact, these principles of democratic accountability are enshrined in state constitutions and laws.
With technical accountability, to the extent that public goals are not reflected in the technical standards, they may be considered irrelevant. Technical accountability allows, even encourages, schools to set aside other goals in order to meet the technical standards. Rothstein and colleagues (2008) argue that Americans today, as in the past, expect a much wider range of cognitive and non-cognitive outcomes from schools than is reflected in NCLB-style policies, and that accountability policy should require schools (and other public institutions) to prepare youth to pursue those goals as established by the people and their representatives through democratic processes.
Such arguments appeal to a long tradition of democratic accountability in education theory and practice (Gutmann, 1987) . Democratic accountability holds that since public education has both public and private aspects, families and the state should each have influence over it. Gutmann adds that an essential dimension of democratic accountability is that professional educators be allowed to make judgments that are independent from the judgments of parents and the state. From this perspective, educators do not just respond to a set of goals and standards given to them by someone else, but take responsibility for participating in the establishment of those goals and standards.
1 They draw on their expertise and professional knowledge to engage in the ongoing democratic process of defining what public education should be. For advocates of democratic education, this deliberative process is itself a primary benefit of public education. Democratic accountability and technical accountability are at odds in their purposes, and thus represent very different approaches to accountability. Democratic accountability is based on deliberation and give-and-take which by its nature cannot be easily controlled.
In contrast, technical accountability is based on certainty, with clear standards and consequences established and controlled by a central authority.
1 Darling-Hammond (1989) presents a detailed conception of professional accountability in education.
citizens, families, and educators to influence American public schools through institutional arrangements established during the Progressive Era (Murphy, 2000; Tyack, 1974) . Progressive reformers intended citizen control to be exercised through the election of local school boards. The boards would serve as legislative bodies, raising and allocating revenues, setting policy, passing regulations, appointing the chief administrative officer, and responding to constituent concerns. The appointed superintendent and central office staff, experts in education administration, would be responsible for implementing board policy.
Meanwhile, professional accountability was based on the training and norms of school administrators and teachers. Education professionals were largely responsible for decisions over how schools and classrooms are structured and run, the choice of curriculum, and the selection of teachers and other personnel ( Corcoran & Goertz, 2005) .
A number of scholars have noted an inherent contradiction between state and federal standardsbased accountability policies and these traditional institutions of local democratic control (Moynihan, et al., 2011; Murphy, 2000; Snauwaert, 1993) . In view of this tension, Moynihan and his colleagues propose that policy makers redesign performance regimes so they are more consistent with the institutions of democratic governance. In contrast, initiatives such as Michigan's PA 4 take the opposite approach to resolving this tension-they simply eliminate local democratic and professional control.
We do not assess PA 4 against a benchmark of democratic accountability, since a conclusion that it performed poorly by this measure would be expected; PA 4 is explicitly designed to weaken democratic accountability. The more interesting question is whether it enhances technical accountability. If so, the relevant policy question is whether the law represents an acceptable trade-off between enhancing technical accountability at the expense of democratic accountability.
Although it has received very little attention, financial accountability could assume growing prominence in the accountability movement for several reasons. First, over the last half century control of school funding in most states has progressively shifted from local districts to state governments. The
Seeking Accountability 6 long-term decline in state tax effort (share of income devoted to state taxes) in the U.S. will constrain future growth of state education revenues compared to the past. Second, in highly politicized struggles over the performance and control of public schools, financial accountability represents an appealing ground for ending prevailing local governance arrangements. To be viewed as legitimate, it is necessary to define the heart of the educational problem as administrative incompetence and the failure of local democratic governance structures. The legitimacy of state takeovers on academic grounds is typically undermined by the charge that test-based accountability penalizes schools for failing to overcome disadvantages related to students' poverty over which schools have little control. In contrast, administrators and elected representatives in any local community, rich or poor, can be expected to handle public funds honestly and competently. If, however, local officials lack the basic administrative competence to balance their budgets (like everyone else), it is hardly surprising that they also lack the capability to educate their students.
The legitimacy of politicians to act authoritatively on educational issues is typically checked by that of educators whose legitimacy is derived from professional training and experience. By defining the problem in terms of financial accountability, however, politicians, the business community, and other external parties can readily undermine the education establishment's legitimacy over academic affairs and, as in the case of Michigan's PA 4, enact sweeping changes in the control and operation of local schools.
Methods and Data Sources
Our case study is based on publicly available information. We closely analyzed PA 4 and the law it replaced, the Local Government Fiscal Responsibility Act (PA 72; the governor is required to appoint a financial review team which reports on the existence or likely occurrence of any of 12 conditions. Based on the findings of the review team, the governor then determines whether there is a "financial emergency" and, subject to due process, appoints an EM (Section 15). The specified conditions in the review team's report are all indicative of situations where district expenditure obligations exceed revenues (e.g., budget deficits, delayed payment of wages, salaries, benefits or loans, failure to implement a deficit elimination plan).
EM Qualifications and Required Actions
The only required qualifications for an EM are financial. The EM must have at least five years' experience and demonstrable expertise in business, financial, or state budgetary matters" (Section 16(5)).
No training or professional experience in education, either financial or academic, are required. Within 45 days of appointment, an EM must develop financial and academic plans for the district. The plans must include full payment of scheduled debt service and all other uncontested legal obligations. PA 4 specifies no conditions for the academic plan other than the financial constraint that the district can conduct operations with available revenues. It expands an EM's required reporting, mandating quarterly, rather than semi-annual, reports to the governor and state superintendent.
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A school district remains in receivership until the EM declares the financial emergency to be remedied and the state treasurer and state superintendent of public instruction concur. Before leaving, the EM must draw up a two-year district budget, including all contractual and employment agreements, which will go into effect at the end of the receivership. The local district is prohibited from amending that budget without the approval of the state treasurer, or from revising any order or ordinance implemented by the EM for a period of one year.
Is Michigan's EM Accountability Accountable?
The term "accountability" is invoked in the title and throughout the text of PA 4, and the term has been widely used by public officials and the media to characterize the law's purpose and consequences.
Remarkably, however, there has been no serious consideration of whether and in what respects PA 4 actually increases school district accountability. In this section, we evaluate PA 4 as an instrument of technical accountability for both the academic and financial performance of school districts.
Technical accountability entails three essential dimensions: standards, information, and consequences. Without question, PA 4 is exceptionally weak as an instrument of academic accountability; indeed it diminishes academic accountability. One of the most striking features of PA 4 is that it assigns complete academic power to EMs, yet the law contains no accountability components pertaining to school district academic performance. The law neither identifies standards for academic performance nor assigns any role for academic considerations in the decisions regarding the appointment or termination of an EM. Indeed, the law conveys disinterest in academic outcomes. While the EM is required to make quarterly reports of finances, there are no reporting requirements for academic results.
If academic outcomes deteriorate in a district under EM control, the law contains no consequences for the EM or avenues for redress by the affected students, families and educators.
But for anyone who cares about teaching and learning, the problems with PA 4 run much deeper than its failure to explicitly address academic performance. For it is quite possible that academic outcomes will deteriorate under emergency management. First, the law's timeframe for developing a Seeking Accountability 11 comprehensive academic plan, 45 days, is unrealistically short given that EMs need not have prior experience working in schools. 5 Second, because the law specifies no academic standards or consequences, it creates powerful incentives for financial strategies to dominate academic considerations.
District administrators always face difficult trade-offs between instructional programs and financial constraints (e.g., class size, early childhood education programs). PA 4 induces EMs to ignore or downplay the adverse consequences of budget cuts to instructional programs in their decision-making. In the haste to balance a budget, an EM could readily upend effective academic programs or make educationally dubious decisions.
Third, PA 4 blocks key elements of Michigan's statewide academic accountability policies from being applied in districts under emergency management. 6 State performance standards still apply to EM districts but all authority to reward and sanction schools has been given to the EM. This is especially evident for the state's lowest performing schools. The Education Achievement Authority (EAA), established in 2011, is Michigan's strategy for taking over and turning around academically "failing" schools. It represents the state's ultimate sanction and consequence for holding schools academically accountable. But it does not apply to EM-run school districts. While the state decides which schools to transfer to the EAA, in EM districts the EM decides. Thus, another power of the EM is the ability to choose whether and to what extent to use state turnaround mechanisms.
If PA 4 is deeply flawed as an instrument of academic accountability, one might hope nonetheless that it works well as an instrument of technical accountability for district finances. Yet, even in the case of finance it rates poorly on conventional dimensions of technical accountability.
All public school districts are subject to very detailed financial accounting and reporting standards. Their books must be audited annually by an independent certified public accountant against these standards. The audit results and a comprehensive set of data must, in turn, be reported annually to the state. If districts do not report this information as required, the state may withhold state aid payments.
PA 4 introduces a range of additional standards that may signal financial emergencies. Yet, as noted, the law includes no guidelines for the implementation of these standards but does include broad general qualifying clauses. Consequently, the standards for declaration of a financial emergency and appointment of an EM allow for wide discretion and uncertainty.
The provision of information is an essential dimension of technical accountability, and on this count PA 4 contains elements that both increase and decrease financial accountability. On the one hand, the law requires that more financial information be made public than did PA 72, including a quarterly report on the district's financial condition, contracts, loans, personnel positions, the EM's contract and compensation, and the financial and operating plan. On the other hand, many aspects of an EM's appointment and actions on the job are not transparent; indeed they are less transparent to the general public than the operations of districts not under emergency management because PA 4 in effect limits the amount of information available through other means. The Open Meetings Act (1976) is the primary vehicle ensuring transparency and public access to information in the decision-making process of public bodies. PA 4 review teams conduct their meetings in private. The state Court of Appeals has ruled that review team meetings are not subject to the Open Meetings Act (Davis v. Detroit Financial Review Team, 2012) . As a result, there is no public access to information on the deliberations of financial review teams or the district financial information they compile.
The availability of information is a particular concern where a governing board is replaced by a governing individual-the EM-whose decision-making process is closed to public scrutiny and not subject to the Open Meetings Act. The same is true of the decisions themselves except to the extent the EM discloses them. An EM, for example, could contract with a private management company to run district operations without soliciting public comment or publicly revealing in any detail why a particular contractor was selected. Again, PA 4 limits the information that is available to the public. In sum, on most dimensions of technical accountability pertaining to both academic and financial performance, PA 4 is strikingly underdeveloped while at the same time eliminating traditional forms of democratic accountability. PA 4's broad discretion with minimal standards or consequences clearly invites something that the accountability movement is purported to avoid-the influence of politics on school operations. PA 4 merely shifts these political influences from the local to the state level, while nullifying traditional democratic and professional accountability. And despite its financial origins, it has broad yet entirely unconsidered implications for academic performance.
PA 4 is not so much about accountability as it is about shifting power over schools. For financially troubled school districts, it continues the long term centralization of control over schools from the local to state level. It not only eliminates local democratic and professional accountability, it also renders state control less democratic. The Michigan constitution assigns the state board of education (elected statewide) the authority to oversee public education. Under PA 72 the state board played a role in determining when financial emergencies occur, in appointing and monitoring the EM, and in deciding
when the financial emergency has ended. PA 4, however, eliminates the state board from the process, while shifting considerably more authority and discretion to the governor and his or her appointed state treasurer. It not only moves power further from citizens and local communities, but also shifts the responsibility from elected state education officials to the governor for whom education is but one of What motivated the newly elected governor and Legislature to so quickly embark on such a contentious path? What was the problem they thought they were solving? This system does a very poor job of matching revenues to the cost of providing services. The failure to adequately reflect cost differences associated with concentrations of high-cost special-needs students, regional cost of living, and declining-enrollment is particularly damaging to urban districts (Arsen & Plank, 2003; Citizens Research Council, 2011 The district's $127 million budget deficit was equivalent to roughly 10% of its annual revenues. Over a span of just four years before the emergency declaration, the district's total revenue declined by 31%.
Even the most capable administrators would be exceptionally hard pressed to cut spending fast enough to match revenue declines of this magnitude without damaging educational services available for students.
District enrollment change is significantly influenced by the state's two school choice policies.
Nearly a third of the public school students residing in Michigan's 14 central city districts attend either a charter school or a traditional public school in a another district. A December 2011 change in Michigan law that lifts the cap on charter schools could accelerate this trend. Arsen and Ni (2012) find that high levels of charter competition generate significant declines in the fund balances of school districts losing Seeking Accountability 17 students to charters, as district revenues decline faster than expenditures. Meanwhile, inter-district choice students transfer mostly from lower-to higher-socioeconomic status communities, which disproportionately reduces enrollment in low-income urban districts (Ni & Arsen, 2011) .
Academic effectiveness and efficiency are the key outcomes over which successful district administrators are expected to exercise control, yet participation rates in both of Michigan's school choice policies are unrelated to those measures of school district performance (Ni & Arsen, 2011) . Instead, participation rates in both programs increase with the share of a district's students who live in poverty. In short, Michigan's school choice policies are promoting sustained outflows of students and revenue from districts, particularly central cities, charged with educating the highest-need children.
Michigan's emergency manager law presumes that competent and conscientious school district administrators will be able to run academically effective schools and balance their budgets. The state's school finance and choice policies, however, render this a tenuous assumption for many struggling districts.
Mr. Bobb's Turbulent DPS Experience and the Legislature

Democratic Governor Jennifer Granholm appointed Robert Bobb as Emergency Financial
Manager ( Bobb's charge was to get control of DPS's finances, balance the budget, and pay off the debt.
Under PA 72, the school board remained responsible for everything else, including academics. But from the start Bobb (with the governor's tacit approval) seized full authority for academics as well as all other Seeking Accountability 18 district functions, arguing that the district's financial crisis was inextricably linked to its poor academic performance. Bobb refused to fund the board or to consult with them, as the law required, prompting a highly publicized political struggle that pitted him against the DPS board and employee unions and a variety of community activists. In August of 2009, the DPS board filed a lawsuit charging Bobb with overstepping his authority.
While the lawsuit was pending, Bobb took action to weaken employee unions, sharply reduce central office staff and contract out a wide range of administrative, support, and instructional services. He aggressively renegotiated union contracts, securing financial concessions and work rule changes. As school board members seethed, he rolled out a stream of academic and facilities plans, fired principals, and closed, or threatened to close, over 100 schools. Bobb also mounted sustained and highly publicized efforts to identify and prosecute instances of fraud in DPS operations (Dawsey, 2009; Riley, 2009 ).
Without question, his audits and reports of past financial improprieties shaped the public's understanding of why the district was in financial trouble, while simultaneously undermining the board's legitimacy. Eliminate it" (Berman, 2009, p. 4A) .
Under pressure to take action, in January 2010 the House Education Committee, controlled at the time by Democrats, took up the question of amending PA 72 to provide for academic control. Governor
Granholm was in favor of granting academic authority to EFMs, saying, "Robert Bobb is pursuing Seeking Accountability 19 dramatic reforms to repair the district's finances and academics, for the two are inextricably bound" (Granholm, 2010) . Committee hearings were highly contentious and acrimonious, with "accusations of racism and outside influence" (Warikoo, 2010, p. 1A) . At the first hearing, "more than 100 Detroiters flooded a Lansing hearing room . . . for impassioned testimony on what to do about the city's failing schools" (Bouffard, 2010, p. 1A) . The vast majority of the crowd was from Detroit, some well-organized and coming in buses. Frustrated and angry, many Detroit citizens were anxious to make their voices heard in the only forum they had. Complaints about Robert Bobb came from the audience and in official testimony (M. L. Mason, personal observation).
In the end, revising PA 72 proved too politically divisive for the committee, which passed it to a subcommittee chaired by Representative David Nathan, an African-American Democrat from Detroit.
The subcommittee issued a report (Education Subcommittee, 2010) recommending that EFMs not be granted authority over academics and for independent oversight of all emergency managers. The report In committee testimony, opposition was strong. Of more than 110 people expressing views at the House and Senate hearings, 72% were opposed and 3.5% supported the legislation. The rest officially took no position (Committee on Local, 2011a Local, , 2011b Local, , 2011c Senate Committee, 2011a , 2011c .
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Some who testified and took no position were nonetheless critical of key elements while recognizing the need for state assistance (e.g., Bouffard, 2011; Governmental Work Group, 2010; Michigan Suburbs Alliance, 2011) .
Despite this opposition, the legislation quickly passed along party lines, with key provisions virtually unchanged. State Representative Lisa Howze, a Democrat from Detroit, called passage "a sad day for democracy." The bill will, . . . essentially take away our citizens' right to vote and transfer local control away from our duly elected officials . . . . Creating a system with no checks and balances, this legislation gives outsiders total control over our municipalities and school districts. (Bouffard, 2011, p. 1A) .
Early Operation of EM Accountability in Michigan
We consider three dimensions of how state-appointed emergency management has functioned in Michigan school districts. First, we note which districts have EMs. Second, we examine the actions taken by these EMs. And third, we offer some tentative overall assessments of how Michigan's emergency school district management is working out.
Which Districts Are under EM Authority?
Despite the fact that Michigan requires school districts to annually balance their budgets, over 40 districts ended fiscal year 2011with general fund deficits. Under the broad language of PA 4, any of these districts could be candidates for state takeover. Central city and low-income suburban communities were disproportionately represented among the deficit districts, although roughly a third were middle-income suburbs and a quarter were rural districts. Michigan's EM law as part of a strategy to improve such conditions by improving local public schools.
We cannot yet know whether that objective will be realized. We do know that, in the short run, the law further disempowers many of the state's most vulnerable citizens by suspending traditional rights of democratic participation.
What Do EMs Do?
Though PA 4 grants EMs very broad powers, in practice it is possible they might not exercise their full authority. In each district, however, the EMs have made aggressive use of their powers from the start. Each EM has laid off all district teachers and modified compensation policies. Each has privatized services, establishing arrangements under which instructional and non-instructional personnel are no longer district employees. Each has simply announced important decisions without public input and then (in some cases) held public information sessions to provide a rationale for their actions.
Despite these common features, the emergency management in Detroit differs from that in the two smaller districts. Compared to Detroit, Muskegon Heights and Highland Park are very small districts, with approximately 1400 and 800 students respectively. 9 The small size makes possible the EM's decision to turn over management of the entire district to a charter management organization (CMO) (Chambers, 2012a; Higgins, 2012) . Muskegon Heights received offers from only two CMOs proposals slowed implementation, and Bobb departed DPS before he could follow through (Dawsey, 2011b) .
10 A third CMO withdrew its proposal.
Motors executive, to replace Bobb. With his authority fully established by PA 4, Roberts need not repeat Bobb's high-profile combative behavior. He took a more conciliatory stance towards the school board and unions in his public comments. But, like Bobb, he exercised his authority without hesitation. Early in his tenure, Roberts closed more schools and imposed wage and benefit cuts and staff reductions (Dawsey, 2011c) . In July 2012, Roberts imposed a new three-year teacher contract that extended the previous 10% pay cut, increased employee payments for health care, suspended annual raises and certification bonuses, and reduced teachers' planning periods. The new contract also increased class size from 30 to 33 in grades 4-5 and from 33 to 38 in grades 6-12.
11 He cut overall district employment by about 20% (Dawsey, 2012a ).
While imposing these major changes in DPS, Roberts simultaneously played a central role in the establishment of the Education Achievement Authority (EAA), whose purpose is to turn around the state's lowest-performing 5% of schools. 12 This parallel system of schools, starting in the 2012-13 academic year, competes with DPS for students. For schools assigned to the EAA, governance and administrative authority shifts from their local district to the EAA. The EAA board is appointed, not elected. Reflecting his confidence in Roberts scarcely a month after his appointment as DPS's EM, the governor appointed him chair of the EAA's five-person executive committee. After using the 2011-12 academic year for planning, 15 schools were shifted from DPS to the EAA in July, marking the start of the EAA's formal operations.
13 11 Significantly, in view of continuing DPS budget uncertainty, the teacher contract also allows class sizes to go as high as 41 in grades K-3, 46 in grades 4-5, and 61 in grades 6-12 before class reorganization is required (Detroit Public Schools, 2012a; Chambers, 2012b) . 12 As described above, in Is Michigan's EM Accountability Accountable?, the EAA is Michigan's strategy for taking over and turning around academically "failing" schools. It is a statewide system, but in its first year all schools transferred to it are from DPS. 13 These 15 schools represent a subset of the DPS schools falling in the bottom 5% of schools statewide. Announced plans call for low-performing schools outside Detroit to be shifted to the EAA in the future.
In keeping with the state's insistence that there was no more money for schools, the EAA's planning year was entirely privately funded. While the Broad Foundation publicly played a lead role, the requests of other donors for anonymity were respected (Dawsey, 2011d) . State Representative Bert
Johnson, a Democrat from Highland Park, stated that the "private funding of a public school system should concern parents and taxpayers. . . . Behind money, there is always an agenda . . . and the citizens need to know the agenda." (Dawsey, 2011d, p. 2A) .
In the summer of 2012, the EAA hired staff for the 15 former DPS schools. 14 As in the Highland Park and Muskegon Heights charter districts, EAA staff are not represented by a union, do not have tenure, pay more for medical benefits, and are offered a 401(k) plan instead of the state school employee pension (Dawsey, 2012b) . Parents and local activists complained that several EAA schools had recently been renovated or constructed with bond money approved by voters for DPS schools. "The buildings will remain DPS property, and the EAA will lease them for a minimal amount" according to the EAA's deputy chancellor for business and fiscal affairs (Dawsey, 2012b, p. 10A) .
The set of students enrolled in EAA schools differs from those enrolled in the same schools when they were under DPS control. The EAA hopes to increase enrollment in its schools. The EAA's marketing campaign indicates that students will have a longer school day and year, and three daily meals (at elementary and middle schools). In his dual role as DPS EM, Roberts has not made the same promises to students enrolled in DPS schools.
How Is Emergency Management Working Out?
What are the early results of Michigan's experiment with state-appointed emergency district management? It is much too early to assess academic outcomes. In the case of finances, however, a few results are emerging. Perhaps most noteworthy is that none of the EMs has been able to eliminate the financial debts, the grounds for their initial appointment, without additional state support.
14 The EAA's hiring took place when DPS teachers were laid off and uncertain about their employment status for the 2012-13 academic year. Roberts required all teachers to reapply for jobs with DPS. Bobb made an unsuccessful request to the Legislature to use $400 million in tobacco settlement funds to wipe out the deficits of DPS and other districts (Chambers, 2011a) . When the Legislature balked, Bobb was forced to submit his draconian Plan B. In February of 2011 the state superintendent ordered Bobb to implement the plan immediately, and cautioned him to not declare bankruptcy (Dawsey, 2011a) .
Owners of DPS's outstanding bonds grew concerned about Bobb's failure to stabilize the district's finances and his draconian plan did not reassure them (Devitt, 2011a) . Consequently, creditors blocked DPS's access to new (essential) short-term borrowing (Devitt, 2011a) . Because of this, on February 9, before a joint hearing of the Senate and House Education Committees, in which he again claimed success in banishing "a rampant culture of waste, corruption and abuse" from DPS, Bobb had to plead for the state to insure repayment of DPS's past borrowing, just to meet near-term payroll Seeking Accountability 26 obligations (Bobb, 2011) . After two years, it was clear to serious observers that the wheels were coming off the cart in DPS.
Events moved swiftly thereafter. On the same day Bobb made his appeal to the Legislature, Republicans introduced the legislation that became PA 4 in March. In May, the governor replaced Bobb with Roy Roberts and in June announced the EAA. While public attention focused on these events, the decisive actions took place behind the scenes as the state took bold steps to reassure financial markets so DPS could continue borrowing. First, PA 4 included language eliminating the EM's authority to declare bankruptcy without the governor's approval. But that alone was insufficient. To restore the bond market's confidence, the Legislature also passed laws giving creditors a statutory lien and trust superior to all other liens and interests on school districts' required debt service payments. Under the new law, the state intercepts district state aid revenue necessary to repay borrowing obligations and makes those payments on behalf of the district (Devitt, 20011b; House Fiscal Agency, 2011) .
In October 2011, the Michigan Finance Authority, part of the state Department of Treasury, issued $238 million in 10-year revenue bonds and loaned the proceeds to DPS. The structure of the bond sale was modeled after a 2005 DPS transaction by the school board that converted $213 million of shortterm notes into 15-year bonds (Devitt, 2011b) . Roberts applied $200 million of the proceeds, representing roughly 20% of the district's budgeted expenditures to reducing the legacy deficit by twothirds. While providing significant short-term relief, the new bond issue simultaneously increased annual debt service expenditures by over 100%. Whether this strategy of refinancing the debt will be any more successful than it was in 2005 depends crucially, as before, on the district's future enrollment trajectory.
For this reason, the question of whether DPS schools transferred by Roberts to the EAA will be responsible for repaying their share of DPS's accumulated debt obligations is crucial and presently unclear. Roberts stated that the EAA schools would be responsible for repaying their share of DPS's staggering debt obligations (Riley, 2012) , estimated by the district to be $1,029 per student annually Seeking Accountability 27 (Dawsey, 2012b The premise behind PA 4 is that a competent manager can take over a financially-troubled school district, resolve the problems and return it in good order to the traditional governance structure. It is too early to know whether Michigan's EMs will be able to stabilize their districts' finances. But with the recent lifting of the state cap on charter schools, the challenge will increase. Second, if, despite this support, the EMs fail to stop their districts' enrollment decline (and in the absence of additional state funding), they will have to further cut academic programs and employee compensation.
PA 4 gives them the power to do so.
The Future of PA 4 -Continuing Turmoil
The future of PA 4 is uncertain given sustained opposition from citizen, union and community Secretary of State, 2012a State, , 2012b Egan, 2012) .
At this writing, the fate of PA 4 is uncertain. On certification of the referendum, PA 4 was immediately suspended pending the election result. Until then, EM authority reverts back to the more limited PA 72 powers. On August 4, 2012, the Detroit Free Press reported the state supreme court's decision to let voters decide PA 4's fate under a front-page spanning, single-word headline: "CHAOS."
Whatever the vote outcome, it is unlikely to put an end to the underlying political struggles that gave rise to PA 4 in Michigan.
Conclusion
Michigan's PA 4 was specifically designed to diminish democratic accountability in school districts with state-appointed emergency managers by eliminating the opportunity for citizens and educators to shape public school goals and operations. The law triggered opposition precisely because many people, both inside and outside of schools, want traditional mechanisms for input and democratic accountability preserved. From a public policy standpoint, however, it is pertinent to ask to what extent these perceived losses are offset by improved technical accountability of districts under EM management.
One's answer to this question surely depends in part on personal values, and in particular the priority one assigns to democracy as a normative goal in public affairs.
Nevertheless, the existence of a trade-off between improved technical accountability at the expense of democratic accountability is far from clear. This is because Michigan's emergency manager law does not unambiguously improve the technical accountability of EM districts in comparison to other districts. The law is particularly weak as an instrument of academic accountability. It contains no
Seeking Accountability 29 components related to academic performance, yet it assigns complete control of academics to an EM based on a district's financial status. The law creates incentives for EM's to elevate financial over academic considerations in decision making. Even in the specific case of finances, Michigan's stateappointed emergency management has features that both increase and decrease technical accountability.
One potential benefit of PA 4 is that it may provide an incentive for local districts to cut spending before the point of state intervention. PA 4 also provides other ways for the state to intervene short of appointing an EM. These issues are worthy of future research.
Despite its title, PA 4 is more about changing the control of financially-troubled school districts than accountability. It presumes that financial problems arise solely from district mismanagement, while ignoring the contribution of state policies that place districts serving low-income children at a serious disadvantage. Thus far, EM actions have relied heavily on imposing substantial reductions in employee compensation and the privatization of education services. Whether such measures will ultimately eliminate financial deficits or improve academic outcomes remains to be seen.
